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By Zbigniew Brzexinski

If ane thing should have been made .

clear by George P. Shultz’s current .

stewardship as Secretary of State, it
is that the besetting problem of who
makes foreign policy is not the prod-
uct of a conflict of personalities. The
issue, as posed in recent years, is
whether primacy in the area belongs
in the State Department or in the Na-
tional Security Council (N.S.C.).
When Henry Kissinger headed the
N.S.C. in the Nixon White House, it

was alleged to be his ego and his taste
for the Machiavellian that kept the

Secretary of State,  Willam P.
Rogers, out of the center of things.
When I occupied the same White
House post under President Carter, it

was said that my instinct for the jugu- |

lar gave the N.S.C. an excessive
share of foreign-policy initiatives, at
the expense of Secretary of State
Cyrus R. Vance.

Yet in Mr. Shultz and the current
N.S.C. chief, William P. Clark, we
have two men who, to all appear-
ances, enjoy a relationship untrou-
bled by ego trips in either direction.
Indeed, Mr.Clark is generally per-
ceived as not deeply involved in the
complex substance of key foreign
issues. Nonetheless, in recent
months, the press has noted that in-
fluence has been gravitating away
from the experienced Mr. Shultz to
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the able but relatively inexpert Mr.
Clark. Surely that speaks for itself,

suggesting that the problem that has
bedeviled a succession of Presidents

is not one of individuals but of organi-

zation.

What is the proper arrangement for
the shaping of United States foreign
policy? The traditional answer — that
the policy should be molded by the
Secretary of State — seems to have
been proving increasingly inade-
quate. It would appear that the old
formula can no longer cope either
with the challenges we face abroad or
with the distribution of power in
Washington among key agencies in-
volved in promoting national security
—of which foreign policy is a part.

This institutional difficulty has, in
fact, been perennial in the modern
age. For many years, the main strug-

gle over foreign policy was between
the Secretary of State and the Secre-
tary of Defense. It was only later that
public attention shifted to the con-
flicts between the Secretary of State
and the national security adviser.

Of course, the personal element
does enter into it, as it does into every
human endeavor. A reading of the
various relevant memoirs of recent
years leaves little doubt that personal
conflict did affect the relationship be-
tween Mr. Kissinger and Mr. Rogers,
although one cannot discern very pro-
found policy differences between

_them. There was also evidence of con-

flict, occasionally intense be-

tween Secretary of _State |

Alexander M. Haig Jr. and
the former national security
adviser Richard V. Allen;
again, policy disagreements
do not seem to have played a
significant role. During the
Carter years, the situation
was somewhat different. I
have denied many times that
there was any personal con-
flict between me and Mr.
Vance. But there were occa-
sions when we had rather dis-
similar views on policy
issues.

These differences, personal
or substantive, tend to spill
over and produce wider inter-
agency conflicts. And recent
years have seen a full meas-
ure not only of the traditional
conflict between the State
and Defense Departments
but of the newer conflict be-
tween State and the N.S.C. for
pre-eminence in the making
of foreign policy.

Control over turf is a very
important bureaucratic
asset. Institutions tend to
fight over areas of responsi-
bility as much as over policy.
And policy differences or per-
sonality conflicts between
principals tend to intensify
and accentuate institutional
conflicts over turf. Currently,
there is a new phenomenon in
the area of foreign policy. I
call it ‘“‘parcelization,” a

. term used in rural economics

to describe the dividing up of
land holdings into smaller
parcels — and, progressively,
into still smaller ones.

Today, the making of for-
eign policy involves a pro-
nounced degree of parceliza-
tion. Take the Middle East.

- EONIINTED'




' creasingly to be playing a
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There was a period when the
State Department had pre-
eminence in this region, but
lately the initiative seems to
have passed to the White
House. A new Presidential
negotiator for the Middile
East, Robert C. McFarlane,
has been plucked out of the
N.S.C. to assume more direct
personal responsibility for
this area of nonactivity.

On Central America, policy
is apparently under White
House control, exercised pri-
marily by the national se-
curity adviser, Mr. Clark,
though he does not have any
extensive experience in Cen-
tral American problems. The
State Department appears in-

secondary role, while the De-
fense Department and the
C.I.A. actively promote their
own special ventures.

On Far Eastern questions,
and particularly in the rela-
tionship with China, the ac-
tion seems to be primarily !
dominated by the Defense !

! and Commerce Departments, '

with the State Department
playing a secondary role.

On Europe, the State De-
partment appears able to
maintain its traditional pre-
dominance in the more con-
ventional areas of United
States-European relations,
such as diplomacy and de-
fense policy. At the same
time, however, the shaping of
our relations with Europe is
being increasingly shared
with the Commerce Depart- -
ment and the President’s spe-
cial trade representative.

On arms control, there ap-
pears to be a three-way split.
The State Department seems
to be playing a major role in
shaping our proposais and de-
fining our negotiating strat-
egy on secondary levels, for !
the Secretary of State does
not seem to be too interested
or well versed in the intrica-
cies of this problem. Lately,
even this secondary responsi-
bility has come to be shared
increasingly with the Defense
Department. On a higher con-
ceptual level, the job of fram-
ing some long-term consen-
sus on our arms-control and
strategic policies has been
given to a special bipartisan

commission of experts drawn
from public life.

In the making of national
security policy, we have, in
effect, a chaotic nonsystem.
And that nonsystem, I think,
reflects some of the persist-
ent institutional problems
that have eluded solution in
recent years. Where, then,
does the solution lie?

To start with, it is impor-
tant to remember that the
position I had the privilege of
holding in the White House
carries two titles. The formal
one is Assistant to the Presi-
dent for National Security Af-
fairs. The informal title, not
to be found in any Govern-
mental document or legisla-
tive act, and yet widely used
by the press and by Presi-
dents themselves, is that of
national security adviser.
And these two titles encapsu-
late the two roles that these
close associates of the Presi-
dent have tended to perform.

As Assistant for National
Security Atfairs, the incum-
bent is meant to be an objec-
tive and detached processor
of key issues. He is supposed
to define these issues and
present them for Presidential
decisions, integrating for the
President the views of the
State and Defense Depart-
ments and the C.I.A. He is
also called upon to prepare
the basis for an objective
analysis of the problems in-
volved if there is dispute be-
tween the affected agencies.

It should be borne in mind,

however, that when they did .

s0, whether it was Mr. Kissin-
ger or myself, it was with a
Presidential mandate, at the
President’s specific request.
This is explicitly stated in Mr.
Nixon's and Mr. Carter's
memoirs. Yet the the per-
formance of these tasks by
inevitably generated public
dispute and was, by and
large, perceived in Washing-
ton as an illegitimate usurpa-
tion of the rightful preroga-
tives of the Secretary of
State.

This view of the national se-
curity advisers’ activities
was personally damaging not
only to the advisers but,
sometimes, to the Presidents
they served. Mr. Nixon re-
solved the dilemma by ap-

Secretary of State. Mr. Car-
ter's similar dilemma was re-
; solved by the American elec-
' torate. Yet the issue remains.
There are three basic rea-
sons why certain tasks deal-
ing with foreign policy in its

- national security context can
: best be carried out by the na-
tional security adviser. First,

i there is the increasing inter-
' meshing of diplomacy, intelli-
gence and defense. You can-
not reduce national security
policy only to defense policy,
or only to diplomacy. Secre-
taries of State all too often
| confuse diplomacy with for-
. eign policy, forgetting that di-

2.

other departmental secretary
— notably, the Secretary of
State. And no self-respecting
Secretary of State will accept
integration by a Defense Sec-
retary. It has to be done by
someone close to the Presi-
dent, and perceived as such
by all the principals.

Second, decision making in

pointing Mr. Kissinger as .

| the nuclear age is almost
inevitably concentrated in
the White House. So many of
the issues have an ultimate
bearing on national survival,
so many crises require|
prompt and immediate re-
sponse, that a Presidential
perspective on these matters
has to be maintained and as-
serted. It cannot be done
from the vantage point of a
department. .

Third, foreign policy and
domestic politics have be-
come increasingly inter-
twined. The time when for-
eign policy could be viewed as
an esoteric exercise by a few
of the initiated is past. Today,
the public at large, the mass
media, the Congress, all in-
sist on participating in the
process, and that makes coor-
dination at the highest level
all the more important.

In searching for a remedy
to the problem in all its
aspects, we must recognize
that the elimination of con-
flict is an idle dream. Conflict
is bound to exist whenever a
number of individuals are en-
gaged in a decision-making
process, whenever a number

But the second and unoffi- | Plomacy is only a tool of for- | of institutions project differ-

cial title — national security
adviser — implies something
more. It means that the occu-
pant of this post is indeed an
adviser to the President, and
thus a subjective participant

in this allegedly objective .

the President’s decisions.
There is bound to be some
conflict between these roles,
and some occasional confu-
sion. And there are bound to
be situations in which the na-

eign policy, and that there

application of force.

~ent
are other tools, including the: tives. So some conflict is un-

. avoidable and is bound to be

institutional perspec-

Thus, mng'aﬂonisneéded. » with us, enlivening and, one

but this cannot be achieved: hopes, enlightening our lives.

. from a departmental vantage

ingly agree to have his contri-
bution, along with those of
other agencies, integrated for
Presidential decision by an-

tional security adviser steps :

on other people's toes. You
will recall that at different
times in recent years, na-
tional security advisers have
acted as spokesmen for the
President — even, occasion-
ally, as secret negotiators.

point. No self-respecting Sec-- flict is possible. And, in that

retary of Defense will will-:

But some tempering of con-

respect, it would be useful to

- look at our national experi-

ence in two other areas of
decision making.

The first is national defense.
In fighting World War II, we
managed without formal, insti-
tutional integration of decision
making. The war was con-
ducted by the War Department :
and the Navy Department on
the basis of some informal in-
stitutional arrangements —

EoNTINGS
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notably committees estab-
lished by the Army Chief of
Staff, Gen. George C. Mar-
shall, with President Roose-
velt's approval.

But the war taught us that
this situation could not endure;

| the response was the coordina-
tion of civil and military deci-
sion making under the National
Security Act of 1947. That act
created a body, the National

' Security Council, with statu.
tory membership limited to the
President’s immediate associ-
ates. In practice, attendance
was somewhat wider, and ini-
tially included the Secretaries
of the Army, Navy and Air

' Force, as well as the three
service chiefs of staff, along
with the Secretary of State and
the holder of the newly created
post of Secretary of Defense —
all under the chairmanship of
the President.

Additional reforms over the
next few years centralized the
system further. The service
secretaries and the service
chiefs were removed from the
N.S.C. That left the Secretary
of Defense and the Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, an-
other new post, as the only au-
thoritative voices in the N.S.C.

on defense matters. The serv- |

jce secretaries were removed

ing the Secretary of Defense as
the sole authoritative voice on
defense matters at that level. A
unified approach was adopted
in defense budgeting.
These moves toward more
centralized control evoked
. enormous opposition. Yet
who today would suggest that
the position of the Secretary
of Defense be abolished, and
that we go back to & situation
in which defense policy was
shaped by three secretaries,
| each representing a different
| service, each fighting for his

priorities within his own de-
partment? ’

There has been a similar
evolution in the area of eco-
nomic and fiscal policy. Until
1921, all departments and
agencies of the United States
Government made special,

from the Cabinet as well, leav- .

own budget, each shaping -
that budget and its strategic

separate requests for funds to
Congress. They did so direct-
ly, with copies to the Presi-
dent. It was only in 1921 that
the Bureau of the Budget was
inade an agency, within the
Treasury Department, re-
sponsible to the President,
and the various departments
were forbidden to ask Con-
gress directly for money. ‘

In 1838, on the eve of World

War II, the Bureau of the
Budget was transferred from
the Treasury Department to
the Executive Office of the
President. In 1970, the Bu-
reau of the Budget became
the Office of Management
and Budget in order to sup-
port the President in the exer-
cise of managerial control
over all Government depart-
ments. And in 1874, the ap-
pointment of a Director of the
Office of Management and
Budget was made subject to
confirmation by the Senate.
Would anyone claim today
that the existence of such a

national security recommen-
dations as they emanate from
the State and Defense De-
partments and from the
C.LA.

Second, the appointment of
the Director of National Se-
curity Affairs should be made
subject to Senate confirma-
tion. Only such a process
would create a formal posi-
tion fully legitimized in its
functions. In such a setting, it
would be clear that the Secre-
tary of Defense is responsible
for defense, that the head of

| the C.I.A. is responsible for!

intelligence, that the Secre-
tary of State is responsible
for diplomacy, while inte-:
grating the work of these
three agencies into compre-
hensive national security
policy is the responsibility of
the Director of National Se-
curity Affairs.

Indeed, the clarification of

" the role of the Secretary of

director inhibits the effective :

shaping of our national eco-
nomic policy? Would anyone
argue that the Secretaries of
Commerce or of the Treasury
cannot perform their func-
tions because of the existence
of such an arrangement?

1 believe we must face up to
the need for similar reforms
for better coordination and
integration of our national se-
curity policy. The first step,
in my judgment, ought to be
to upgrade the office of
Assistant to the President for
National Security Affairs by
redesignating it as the office
of the Director of National Se-
curity Aftairs, comparable to
the post of Director of the Of-
fice of Management and
Budget. This would give it the
status and authority it re-
quires for the coordination of

State as specifically responsi-
ble for diplomacy could, in

time, open the way to yet an-

. other highly desirable step —

the appointment of the first
Secretary of State from the
ranks of the professional For- i
eign Service. For then the |
Secretary of State would be':
clearly seen as professionally
responsible for the task of
managing our diplomacy, but |
would not be mistakenly per-
ceived — as he has been in re-
cent years — as a would-be
architect of overall foreign
policy, with its large security ,
dimension.

Last but not least, I believe
that such an arrangement
would permit a more reason-
able and effective relation-
ship between our national se- |
curity policy and our legisla-
tive branches. Under existing
arrangements, the Assistant
to the President for National
Security Affairs is inhibited
from appearing before Con-

3.

gress, since his testimony is
viewed as an intrusion on the
rightful prerogatives of the
Secretaries of State and De-
fense. Once his appointment |
is subject to Senate confirma- l
tion, his a before |
legislative bodies would bel
normal and customary. He |
would be in a position to artic-
ulate our national policy on :
the President’s behalf.

In effect, in the area of na- .
tional security, we would be
adopting an arrangement
‘analogous to the arrange-
ments developed earlier for |
national defense and the na-
tional economy. It would not
resolve conflict altogether; it
would not prevent divisions;
but it would create a struc-
tured and orderly system in
the central area of policy
making — that of national
survival, ll

Zbigniew Brzezinski, who headed the
National Security Council under Presi-
dent Carter, is author of the book
“Power and Principle.” This article
has been adapted from a recent speech

before the National Press Club. :

Sanitized Copy Approved for Release 2010/07/01 : CIA-RDP90-00552R000100830006-5



